has overall responsibility for program evaxuation,   uuau some evaluation activities need to be decentralized;   in fact, present law and custom so dictate.    But planning directives for 1980 manifested an attempt to recentralize evaluation activities through review and approval  by the central unit of all evaluation plans.     No parallel attempt is evident with respect to evaluation activities funded by federal funds at the state and local levels, except to provide technical assistance  in the case of Title I evaluations.
Decentralization Among Levels of Government
As noted, evaluation requirements levied upon local  and state agencies vary from program title to program  title. (For summary descriptions of requirements  in major titles,  see Cordray, Boruch,  and Pion,  Ch.   3   in Boruch and Cordray 1980) .    Generally,  reporting  requirements appropriately emphasize  the collection of  information on beneficiaries served and on distribution  of  resources. For a number of titles,   the states carry  the responsibility of aggregating data provided by each  local education agency.    But state-level reports have  seldom been able to make statements about how programs operate throughout the state as a whole,  partly because  local agencies were not reporting data of sufficient quality and uniformity to allow aggregation.    Consequently, states have also acquired some responsibility for technical assistance.    For certain titles,  localities  are also required to identify the number of individuals   in the target population  (for example,  for the handicapped covered in P.L.  94-142) .     since identification of individuals generally leads to the need to serve   them, and federal funds by no means pay the total cost of service,  there are considerable disincentives  to comprehensive needs assessment carried out by local agencies.
0 Cep?rting on the distribution of   funds and on  the numbers and types of both potential
